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WHAT SORT OF FUTURE FOR CRITICAL 
CRIMINOLOGY? 
 
 
Richard Hil and Rob Robertson 
 
 
Abstract 
 
This article argues for a critical criminology that is more mindful and reflexive of the 
growing number of critiques of its general epistemological direction. Specifically, 
such criticism takes issue with the continued emphasis in critical criminology on 
crime and penalty, often to the detriment of a more encompassing focus on issues 
associated with ‘social harm’. In an attempt to highlight the current weaknesses of 
critical criminology attention is drawn to a small although revealing conference that 
took place at the University of Western Sydney in February 2001. In contrast to the 
narrow concerns demonstrated at this conference the article calls for a more 
expansive approach to the study of crime and penalty that falls under the zemiological 
umbrella of social harm and which takes account of social movements and other 
disciplines that have given recognition to the question of human rights. Such a call 
derives from Stan Cohen’s evocation of the ‘voracious Gods’ that must be sated if a 
progressive and relevant critical criminology is to be developed in an era of rapid 
socio-economic and political transformation.  
 
 
 
Critical criminology in changing times 
 
Perhaps more than any other discipline in the social sciences, criminology has 
engaged in regular and often highly painful processes of reflexivity. To some extent 
such processes of „narcissistic self-contemplation‟ (Cohen 1988a) reflect the general 
uncertainty over the theoretical and empirical directions of criminology as well as its 
awkward relationship to the „practical‟ world of governmental crime control. The 
multidisciplinary nature of criminology and its often confused and contradictory 
stances on crime and criminality has led to periodic crises of confidence as various 
„schools of thought‟ and „theoretical perspectives‟ compete for epistemological and 
policy-related ascendancy. Given such angst, an undergraduate student coming to the 
discipline for the first time may well find him/herself both disillusioned by the 
ontological crises that frequently befall the discipline and confounded by the heady 
array of paradigms, theories and perspectives that permeate this area of study.  
 
To make matters worse, the repositories of criminological knowledge – handbooks 
and textbooks – are invariably comprised of a smorgasbord of epistemological 
positions that see crime and criminality as resulting from individual deficit, social 
reaction, state control or the attempted differentiation of „problem populations‟. 
Readers of such tomes are invited – often in the face of imperceptible arguments and 
inconclusive positions – to extract some sense from a seemingly endless range of 
theoretical claims and counterclaims. As a result, scholarly texts in this area tend to 
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leave the reader as perplexed as when s/he first approached the discipline for answers 
to what seemed like simple questions.  
 
The search for the ultimate „causes of crime‟ and the attempt to link criminology to 
the practical world of policy making has tended to raise more questions than answers. 
The most penetrating of such questions tend to arise in four specific circumstances: 
When crime and criminality are put into some sort of historical and governmental 
context (Taylor 1999; Garland 1999; Hogg 1998); when crime control is considered 
as integral to the regulatory processes of „late modernity‟ (Garland and Sparks 2001; 
Young 1999); when the discursive categories of crime, criminality and crime control 
are subject to close scrutiny (Young 1996); or when „cultures of crime control‟ and 
practices of „risk management‟ are linked to other forms of governance in neo-liberal 
states (Garland 2001; O‟Malley 2001). It is at such times that the limits of 
administrative criminology are fully exposed and when claims to „objectivity‟ and 
„scientific rigour‟ are laid bare. In such instances the category of „crime‟ is rendered 
problematic and its use and application seen as historically contingent and related to 
particular processes of government (Cohen 1988b). 
 
Although criminology - or at least the more sceptical, critical or radical sections of it - 
have attempted to broaden the focus of the discipline away from a simple dalliance 
with „practical‟ concerns, it nonetheless remains oddly out of step with changes that 
are occurring across the world. The changes wrought under conditions of late 
modernity have prompted a number of leading criminologists to rally the troops in an 
effort to address the new challenges facing the discipline in the early new millennium. 
As Garland and Sparks (2001: 189) point out: 
 
The restructuring of social and economic relations, the fluidity of social process, 
the speed of technological change, and the remarkable cultural heterogeneity 
that constitute „late modernity‟ pose intellectual challenges for criminology that 
are different and sometimes discomforting but which are ultimately too insistent 
to ignore. To wish them away, to carry on regardless, to pursue the conventional 
agendas of criminological inquiry in the accustomed way, would be to turn away 
from some of the most important issues that face contemporary social thought 
and public policy. It would also be to depart from the canons of clarity, 
perspicacity and relevance that worthwhile criminological work has always 
observed. 
 
Garland and Sparks‟ call for a criminology that is both sensitive and responsive to the 
changing configurations of late modernity is a serious challenge to all those who 
describe themselves as criminologists. In addressing such change it might be thought 
that the most receptive branch of the discipline would be critical criminology, 
particularly given its concern with the way crime and crime control apparently relate 
to other domains of government and everyday life. As a body of theory and research 
variously dedicated to „critiquing‟, „deconstructing‟, „unmasking‟ and „laying bare‟ 
the „deeper‟, „constitutive‟ or „underlying‟ structures of crime and crime control, 
critical criminology (in all its guises) now finds itself having to respond to a range of 
new challenges. Generated by a reinvigorated form of administrative criminology 
(concerned with „situational crime prevention‟ and „risk management‟), various 
offshoots of criminological „realism‟, changes to cultures of neo-liberal crime control, 
and (not least) internal pressures linked to managerialist ideology, these challenges 
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are likely to have a profound influence on the way critical criminology conducts its 
analytical business.   
 
Critical criminology is further confronted by the rapid changes that are currently 
reshaping social, economic and political relations in countries around the world. The 
events of September 11 and the resulting consequences in terms of shifts and changes 
in international power relations, assaults on civil liberties and the introduction of 
increasingly draconian forms of governance are bound to have far reaching 
implications for the subject matter of critical criminology.  
 
Garland and Sparks highlight some recent advances in the criminological 
understanding of various crime control policies and practices. For instance, the rise of 
punitive penalty, re-emergence of private policing, evidence of a range of „tough‟ and 
„targeted‟ law and order measures, more emphasis on devolutionary „local 
governance‟, „active citizenship‟, „partnerships‟, and issues impacting on women and 
various „minority groups‟ (Garland and Sparks 2001: 191- 201). The injunction from 
these authors to take greater account of the changing nature of global developments 
and the altered modes of neo-liberal governance has yet to be fully embraced by 
critical criminologists. Indeed, the fact that Garland and Sparks felt moved to point 
out the general failure of critical criminology to fully embrace such matters is itself 
reflective of the general crisis that has befallen this branch of the discipline. 
Additionally, it might be worth asking what critical and other criminologists have in 
fact been doing over recent years if not relating their work to the wider contingencies 
identified by Garland and Sparks? The authors‟ observations are more than a simple 
suggestion box of „rethinking‟ in respect of the direction of critical criminology. 
Rather, they bring into sharp relief the often narrow and esoteric concerns that have 
tended to characterise this branch of the discipline.  
 
Notwithstanding the tendency over recent decades to engage in self-contemplation 
that has resulted in „new directions‟ and endless rounds of „rethinking‟, the discipline 
seems transfixed by concerns that have defined its existence since the late nineteenth 
century (Walters 2001). Critical criminology seems wedded to a modernist tradition in 
which crime and penalty have become the obsessive analytical concepts guiding 
almost every aspect of its work.   Despite a longstanding appreciation among critical 
criminologists of the link between crime control and other areas of government it is 
still the case that this branch of the discipline tends to focus excessively on 
representations of „the crime problem‟, and the general processes and practices of 
criminalisation and penalty.   
 
An obvious response to this might be to ask: What on earth is critical criminology 
meant to be doing if its primary task is not to address the core rhetorical referents like 
„crime‟, „criminality‟ and the „crime problem‟? As Garland has noted elsewhere 
(1997), the origins of the discipline and its enduring traditions of theoretical and 
empirical inquiry are predicated upon the search for the „causes of crime‟ and the 
generation of „recipes‟ to „fix this problem‟. Indeed, criminology as a discipline is 
defined by its attempts to explain, interpret and elucidate the nature, origins, 
aetiology, meaning and governmental application of the category of „crime‟ in any 
given society. Through its multidisciplinary orientations and its general status as a 
„rendezvous discipline‟ (Rock and Holdaway, 1998) criminology - including critical 
criminology - has tended to focus on questions that relate most closely to what goes 
 5 
on in and around the criminal justice system. To this extent, contemporary 
criminology has, as implied by Garland and Sparks, generally failed to embrace the 
momentous changes that are currently sweeping over the globe, or indeed to explain 
how such changes have impacted upon cultures of crime control in late modernity 
(although see Garland 2001, Findlay 2000).  
 
Although Garland and Sparks may well be accused of ignoring some significant 
contributions which attempt to locate questions of crime and crime control in wider 
contexts (see for example Cohen 1985; Taylor 1999; O‟Malley 2001; Young 1999) it 
remains the case that critical criminology seems ill-prepared to respond to 
contemporary social, economic and political changes, hence Garland and Sparks‟ 
(2001: 189) warning that to “…carry on regardless …would be to turn away from 
some of the most important issues that face contemporary social thought and public 
policy”.  Indeed, the general criminological concern with crime control, and the 
excessive focus on the representation of crime and the rise of „risk management‟ and 
„punitive penalty‟, says much about the current state of the more critical side of the 
discipline. This near-fixation reflects an assumptive undercurrent which regards the 
core concerns of the discipline as related most closely to the concept of „crime‟ and 
various articulations of the „crime problem‟. In some quarters this has resulted in a 
tendency to see crime as a discrete area of policy and practice disconnected from, or 
perhaps only tangentially related to, other areas of government. 
 
 
Beyond the watchtower 
 
Given all this, it is hardly surprising that recent years have witnessed growing 
discontent among scholars about the general direction taken by criminologists, 
including those from a critical perspective. For instance, the emergence of a genre of 
studies concerned with „social harm‟ and the proposed creation of an entirely new 
discipline dedicated to the study of this - the horribly named „zemiology‟ - reveals the 
level of discontent that currently shadows critical criminology. (The push for the 
creation of a new discipline came from various directions but was most forcefully 
promoted by the Centre for the Study of Poverty and Social Justice at the University 
of Bristol, England). Adherents of zemiology argue that criminology tends to draw 
attention mainly to a narrow range of behaviours and governmental practices that are 
(mostly) prescribed within the limits of the criminal law and which therefore ignores 
or plays down other harms that emerge from wider social, economic and political 
arrangements (see proceedings of a conference on zemiology held at the University of 
Bristol in 1999 http://www.radstats.org.uk/no070/conference2.htm). Poverty, 
malnutrition, war, state violence, terrorism, pollution, traffic accidents, disease, work 
hazards, medical negligence, bullying, discriminations, harassment, natural and 
avoidable disasters – a diverse range of multi-faceted but interconnected topics 
constitute the subject matter of zemiological analysis (Hillyard, Pantazis, Gordon and 
Tombs, forthcoming).   
 
Central to such analysis is a concern with harmful state and civil policies and 
practices at the interpersonal, local, national, regional and global levels. Recent world 
events provide fertile ground for zemiological analysis. For instance, as Chomsky 
(2001) points out in his reflections on September 11, some of the worst atrocities over 
recent decades have arisen through „state terrorism‟ – a subject that finds little space 
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in the criminological literature (although, see Cohen 2000; Watts, work in progress; 
Bessant, Hil and Watts, forthcoming). Critical criminologists might well counter this 
by insisting that they have always dealt with crimes in the domains of both state and 
civil society and that they recognise crime and criminal behaviour as a multifaceted 
consequence of a range of deleterious actions.  
 
And yet, one does not have to go very far to detect the narrow focus taken in even the 
most seemingly comprehensive compendiums of the discipline. Take for example the 
much-vaunted Oxford Handbook of Criminology (Reiner, Maguire and Morgan 1997). 
Comprised of well over a thousand pages of tightly argued text, the reader will find 
virtually no reference to state crime, or to the harms perpetrated in civil spheres. 
Instead, there is a familiar journey through areas familiar to the discipline such as 
„criminological theory‟, „social dimensions of crime and justice‟, „forms of crime and 
criminality‟, „criminal justice structures and processes‟ and so on. The study of white-
collar crimes is restricted to a mere twenty pages and other crimes of the rich and the 
powerful tend to be subsumed under other areas of criminological inquiry. What 
results from this formidable repository of contemporary criminological knowledge is 
an implicit celebration of the achievements of a discipline whose focus is well and 
truly on crime, criminality and crime control – or rather, particular articulations and 
representations thereof. In scouring the index for some reference to issues that might 
take us beyond the remit of formal structures of crime control to, say, issues of social 
justice and human rights, one is likely to be very disappointed. The absence of any 
comprehensive or meaningful discussion on such matters tends to reflect a somewhat 
narrow concern with what turns out to be some very familiar criminological problems.  
 
Gradually, however, almost imperceptibly (yet all of a sudden) things seem to have 
changed. Recent world events and changing social, economic and political relations 
have radically altered the contexts in which academic work takes place. With the new 
millennium there is now heightened talk of the effects of „late modernity‟, 
„globalisation‟, the creation of „new marginalized‟ populations, and even a pervasive 
sense of „ontological insecurity‟. The events of (and subsequent to) September 11 in 
the United States have brought a number of other factors to the fore, not least the 
parochial and self-serving articulations of „terror‟, „crime‟ and so forth that have 
served certain powerful sectional interests in the USA. September 11 has further 
highlighted the fact that consideration of „crime‟ can no longer be bracketed away as 
the preserve of the nation state or regional governments and that what goes on in one 
part of the world may have direct implications for other parts. No nation seems 
immune from „terrorism‟ or from the new military justice and „humanitarianism‟ 
meted out through systematic vertical warfare conducted by the world‟s remaining 
superpower. Such events are in themselves reflective of greater problems, not simply 
of foreign policy, but also of wider social, economic and political changes impacting 
upon great swathes of the world‟s population. 
 
The current changes sweeping over the globe, particularly via „globalisation‟, are 
likely to further highlight the interconnectedness of nation states and regions and to 
emphasise the fact that governmental practices in respect of crime and other areas 
cannot be viewed in parochial or simplistic representational terms. Zemiological 
analysis seems far better placed than much critical criminological analysis in the sense 
of being able to more fully grasp the nature and significance of current world 
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transformations and their effects on various aspects of contemporary social meaning. 
In drawing on the concept of „social harm‟ zemiology appears better able to engage a 
human rights perspective that takes us beyond the confines of criminal law or cultures 
of crime control to those systems and practices of regulation and discipline that 
impact in complex ways on certain populations. To be sure, critical criminology has 
made efforts to engage the issue of human rights (see for example, Hudson 2001; 
Coleman and Norris 2001) and to relate its study of crime control to wider areas of 
government in late modernity (Young 1999). However, despite the promptings of 
Garland and Sparks and some recent reflections on crime control and „civilisation‟ 
(Pratt 2000), as well as the impact of globalisation on criminology (Chan 2000), and 
the rise of a „new penology‟ (Feeley and Simon 1992), the discipline seems as closely 
wedded as ever to some very traditional concerns.   
 
Quite why this is so remains open to debate. Our guess is that in seeking to 
continually reconstitute and reinvent itself in a context dominated by administrative 
criminology (which at least appears more governmentally „practical‟ and „relevant‟), 
and in having to meet the demands of an increasingly regulated corporate 
environment (see below), critical criminologists have turned to areas where they feel 
most „at home‟ and comfortable. Namely, the theoretical and empirical terrain 
associated with crime, criminality and crime control. The boundaries of the discipline 
and its core concerns, although diverse and subject to change, remain situated around 
highly specific areas of contemporary government - concerned, above all, with the 
infraction of the criminal law and „crime control‟.   
 
W(h)ither critical criminology? 
 
At a conference held at the University of Western Sydney, Australia in February 
2001, a small number of leading criminologists from England, Australia and New 
Zealand gathered to consider the future of critical criminology.
1
 The title of the 
conference - „Whither Critical Criminology in the Twenty-first Century?‟ –invited 
speakers to consider both the achievements of this branch of the discipline over recent 
decades and how it might address the many challenges ahead in the new millennium.
2
     
Despite the modest size of this one-day conference (several speakers and an audience 
of about forty-five) its deliberations are nonetheless worth considering for two main 
reasons: first, it highlighted many of the current concerns of critical criminologists; 
and second, it reflected the glaring omissions of a number of important areas of life 
which Garland and Sparks might consider vital to a critical criminology worth its salt. 
We have chosen to reflect on this conference because we believe it demonstrates 
many of the issues which critical criminology will have to confront if it is to assume a 
more resonant sense of relevance in future years.  
 
Although there appeared to be little consensus in the conference about what 
constituted „critical criminology‟ – indeed, a number of speakers denied any interest 
in such „factional‟ questions – it was broadly suggested that „critical‟ in the context of 
contemporary criminology referred to a mode of analysis that questioned existing 
practices of crime control from a conflict perspective.
3
 The business of being critical 
appeared to boil down to highlighting those policies and practices in crime control 
that are repressive and harmful; locating changes in cultures of crime control in 
historical contexts and pointing to the emergence of new discourses, regimes, 
technologies and practices of punishment.  
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Significantly, many of the papers delivered at the conference were descriptive 
accounts of current developments in crime control and only two speakers made any 
strenuous effort to engage the challenges posed by wider global developments. As a 
result, what emerged from the conference was a rather strange assortment of ideas and 
concerns that effectively failed to engage the actual question governing its 
deliberations: „Whither critical criminology in the twenty-first century?‟ Surprisingly, 
apart from one or two contributions, it became clear that the changes sweeping the 
globe remained rather tangential to the contents of the papers at the conference. One 
speaker, who outlined a number of successful campaigns in which criminologists had 
been involved over recent years, urged participants to consider further small but 
significant contributions which criminology might make to achieving progressive 
reform in certain areas of criminal justice. This focus on the workings of the criminal 
justice system tended to characterise the epistemological trajectory of the conference.  
 
Despite the obvious thematic diversity of papers presented at the conference - which 
ranged from an overview of the post-structural contribution to criminology, the case 
for a „psych-social‟ criminology, and a review of „new visions of social control‟, to a 
celebration of the achievements of „critical criminology‟ in bringing about „small‟ 
advances in criminal justice, and an opposition to „theoreticism‟ (the attempt to 
formulate theory primarily for political purposes)  - it soon became clear that the 
implications stemming from current global transformations were unlikely to be fully 
addressed. Although there was little that was new or necessarily groundbreaking in 
many of the papers – indeed, the call for a psycho-social criminology could be read to 
some extent as a reworking of earlier versions of the sociology of motivation (see for 
example, Taylor 1979), and the „new visions of social control‟ which highlighted the 
rise of vigilantism were in fact hardly new at all (see Johnson 1992,  Rose 1994) – the 
conference was of interest not for what it addressed, but rather for what it omitted 
from its deliberations.  
 
At one level the conference could be considered as reflective of the diversity of 
interests and theoretical perspectives that characterise contemporary critical 
criminology (Swaaningen 1997), especially among those who would place themselves 
on the political left of the discipline. As one conference speaker noted, critical 
criminology has over the years achieved considerable success in not only keeping 
certain issues on the public agenda (prisons, irrational sentencing policy, brutalising 
and repressive forms of crime control, changing philosophies and practices of crime 
management etc.), it has also contributed enormously to advancing the interests of 
various social movements (most notably feminism) in the context of western crime 
control (Naffine 1996; Walklate 1995). More recently, some fascinating work has also 
emerged on new „sites of power‟ in the criminal justice system as well as on the 
„dispersal‟ or „devolution‟ of crime control away from a centralised and sovereign 
state to localised forms of governance (Crawford 1997, Garland 2000).  
 
While these are worthy and fascinating areas of study, and surely essential to a 
thorough understanding of crime and crime control in countries like Australia, are 
they necessarily „critical‟ in perhaps the way some criminologists might think about 
this term? This question is more than an indulgent exercise in self-contemplation. 
Rather, it highlights both the need for a more expansive mode of analysis that is 
cognizant of wider processes of transformation as well as the need for a clear 
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articulation of how progressive change can be meaningfully achieved in criminal 
justice and beyond.
4
 
 
In our view the latter is most likely to emerge from a greater focus on the question of 
human rights (see Hudson 2001). Indeed, it is in this regard that critical criminology 
might well learn much from debates that are currently occurring in other areas of 
study like social work (see Ife 2001) and political science (see Beresford 2001). 
Explicit recognition has been made in these studies of the centrality of human rights 
in any analysis of social issues. This means addressing both the civil and political 
rights established in various international conventions as well as both individual and 
collective rights in the social and economic spheres. In effect this means that the focus 
of analysis is drawn away from the remit of crime control to a wide range of rights-
based issues that are inextricably linked to such matters. It is in this way that critical 
criminology can more actively engage the „big questions‟ (structural inequality, 
poverty, disadvantage, racism, sexism etc.) that inevitably pervade explanations of 
crime and criminality (Cohen 1985). Certainly a human rights perspective, as 
embodied in zemiological analysis, may well provide fertile ground for a more wide-
ranging analysis of crime and criminality and it may encourage critical criminology to 
more adequately address injustices at various institutional levels. Additionally, this 
may further serve to re-focus critical criminological inquiry in a direction that is not 
merely descriptive of occurrences in crime control but which also questions forms of 
political persecution from a human rights perspective.  It is arguable that in focussing 
so heavily on crime control per se, and by retreating from many of the political 
agendas present in earlier versions of radical analysis, critical criminology has tended 
towards an overly descriptive analysis of what is rather than more prescriptive 
positions about what ought to be. This of course is very dangerous ground as it raises 
the spectre of a critical criminology that is both idealistic and even utopian – not that 
there is anything necessarily wrong with either of these (see Loeder 1998). It seems to 
us that one of the most fundamental problems facing critical criminology is not only 
how it goes about its current analytical business but also how it positions itself on the 
vexed matter of social change. The two aspects are of course closely interrelated, 
although critical criminology has over recent years been extremely wary in relation to 
the latter. Whether it is enough to claim „small‟ achievements as the modus operandi 
of critical criminology is open to question and it may be that a more expansive sense 
of the contribution which this branch of criminology might make to advancing social 
change might warrant further consideration.  
 
Unfortunately, the deliberations at the Western Sydney conference revealed many of 
the problems of contemporary critical criminological analysis. Its deliberations were 
directed mainly (although not exclusively) towards analytical revision and updating, 
with some reference to policy change at the local or national levels. There was only a 
passing reference to many of the „big questions‟ associated with current social 
arrangements in neo-liberal states. Moreover, there was very little reference to the 
specific goals that might be linked to the pursuit of social justice and human rights 
even within the context of the criminal justice system. The question of whether or not 
critical criminology should advance beyond the epistemological confines of crime and 
crime control was addressed only in the most fleeting of ways.  
 
Perhaps the closest reference to the question of social change – other than the discrete 
advances made in areas of criminal justice - came when some speakers mentioned the 
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linkages between critical criminology and social movements. In at least two 
presentations reference was made to the contribution that critical criminologists have 
made to advancing social movements both within and beyond the discipline, and in 
achieving changes to crime control practices at local, regional and national levels. 
Attention was also drawn to the possibilities for social change that could be brought 
about through a stronger alliance with recently emergent anti-globalisation, anti-
corporatist and anti-consumerist movements. Moreover, existing connections between 
critical criminology and established social movements such as feminism, 
environment, black, gay and lesbian movements were reaffirmed in the struggle for 
„progressive‟ social change and the advancement of human rights. One speaker 
referred to the notion of neighbourhood or community „resistance‟ at the local level 
and the role that some critical criminologists had played in supporting activist 
agencies and organisations.  
 
Although there was much to admire in both the critical engagement with issues 
relating to crime and crime control and in the awareness of the possibilities accruing 
from a closer alliance with social movements, it was still difficult to discern a 
distinctively „critical‟ orientation among many of the conference speakers. Put another 
way, it was unclear which particular conception of social change and/or brand of 
politics, policy change and activism (if any) the conference speakers adhered to. What 
emerged was a loosely conceived (although not fully disclosed) „critical‟ perspective 
conveyed through an allegiance to a paradigmatic position that stood in contradiction 
to „mainstream‟, criminology and current practices of crime control. Yet no specific 
mention was made of any tangible vision of the future as far as crime control was 
concerned, or to the strategies that might help bring about fundamental social change 
(or, indeed, of how changes in crime control were linked to wider strategies of social 
change and the question of human rights).  
 
The question of „whose side are we on?‟ was raised but never fully addressed and in 
any event, it may have been regarded as too reflective of counter cultural politics, 
circa 1968. Thus, although there was positive affirmation of a critical response to 
certain policy and practice issues it was far less clear what sort of „politics‟ was being 
proposed at the conference, or indeed if a political position was desirable or possible.  
Indeed, our sense was that this question was regarded as hackneyed, unproductive and 
perhaps irrelevant, and that the „real business‟ of critical criminology was to promote 
its successes vis-à-vis the criminal justice system and to engage in further theoretical 
and occasional empirical work on all aspects of crime and crime control. What we 
sensed in some quarters at the conference was an implicit liberal-reformative 
approach to social change that relied on piecemeal measures arrived at through 
processes of policy development and legislative change. This is a far cry from the 
radicalism that characterised the approach taken in The New Criminology, and yet the 
changes currently sweeping the globe and the growing divisions between the rich and 
the poor may once again turn the collective attentions of critical criminologists back 
to many of the big questions raised by earlier radicals. This of course is not to suggest 
that „radicalism‟ (whatever that means!) can or should drive the formulation of new 
ways of thinking about crime and other sorts of social harm; indeed, claims to radical 
positions have resulted in theories that have denied the lived experiences of those 
harmed by the behaviours of others. Having said this the political sense of 
commitment to social change and the pursuit of human rights, combined with a 
recognition of the importance of the value (and justice) that might accrue from 
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progressive forms of due process, may well help steer critical criminology in a 
direction away from a concern with particular forms of crime and penalty (with all the 
assumptions that accompany the use of such terms) to the more expansionist mode of 
analysis suggested in zemiology.   
 
 
The question of social justice and human rights 
 
Perhaps the most starling omission in the Western Sydney conference was any 
sustained discussion of „poverty‟, „structural inequality‟, „late modernity‟ and (apart 
from two cases) „globalisation‟5 . This seemed startling for two reasons: 1. If critical 
criminology is indeed to be concerned with (and distinguished by) its focus on crime 
control and the relationship between criminal justice, social justice and human rights, 
and if it recognises – as it surely does - that the urban and rural poor are most 
vulnerable to the changing cultures of crime control, then surely the questions of 
poverty, disadvantage etc. would be central to such deliberations? 2. If critical 
criminology is concerned with bringing about fundamental social change (rather than 
merely change to systems of crime control) then how might this branch of the 
discipline address such matters? These are enormous questions with which critical 
criminologists have struggled for some time (Young 1999; Cohen 1998). Nonetheless, 
given evidence of growing social and economic inequalities resulting from the 
vagaries of transactional corporate capitalism, as well as changing patterns of 
governance in the neo-liberal state, it would seem vital that critical criminology seek 
to highlight these matters, or at least to put issues of crime and crime control firmly 
within a context that is cognizant of current global change (although see Hudson 
2001).
6
  
 
Descriptive accounts of changing modalities of governance, although interesting and 
theoretically apposite, make little sense (at least from a critical vantage point) if 
disconnected from the wider transformations occurring across the world. In our view, 
many of the papers presented at the Western Sydney conference revealed much about 
the current state of critical criminology. The apparent reluctance to address the „big 
questions‟ associated with structural inequalities and changing socio-economic and 
political arrangements in neo-liberal states suggests a degree of disengagement with 
many of the issues that preoccupied earlier critical criminologists. Indeed, the 
reluctance to stray from concerns of criminal justice policy and practice, and the 
corresponding hesitancy to link these changes clearly to wider governmental 
practices, was in large measure a feature of the Western Sydney conference.  
 
Legacy and context 
 
It would of course be quite misleading and possibly disingenuous to suggest that the 
deliberations at the Western Sydney conference accurately reflected all those 
perspectives that are housed under „critical criminology‟. It is also questionable 
whether such a small conference could address all the issues that currently confront 
this branch of the discipline. Nonetheless, we think there is a degree to which the 
conference revealed the narrow concerns of much contemporary critical criminology 
and its seeming reluctance to engage the changes that are sweeping over the globe. 
Having said this, it is apparent that criminologists are becoming increasingly aware of 
the challenges ahead, as evidenced in a number of recent publications aimed at 
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addressing such matters (see special issue of Australian and New Zealand Journal of 
Criminology, Volume 33, Number 2; British Journal of Criminology ///////////////// 
Garland and Sparks 2001). Such forums reveal a number of things about current 
critical criminology, not least the fact that there is significant disagreement over how 
the present state of critical criminology is to be characterised and how it might begin 
to address the challenges of a new era.  
 
The sense of uncertainty that seems to characterise contemporary critical criminology 
is perhaps, in part, a consequence of the hostile reaction to The New Criminology as 
well as the changing contexts in which critical criminologists find themselves in the 
early new millennium. We will outline these consequences briefly in terms of the 
following: the „post-73 legacy‟, the rise of the „enterprise university‟ and the politics 
of the „third way‟. While these factors provide only a partial explanation of the 
prevailing concerns evidenced at the Western Sydney conference they nonetheless 
highlight the changing contexts of critical scholarship in the current era.  
 
 
The ‘post-73’ legacy 
 
While The New Criminology marked the high point of radicalism and oppositional 
politics among a small cluster of academic criminologists in the early 1970s, it also 
proved catastrophic in terms of any active engagement with the policy and practice of 
crime control. Indeed, as a result of its strenuous avoidance of issues such as crime 
prevention and reduction The New Criminology in effect opened the door to a 
revitalised cadre of administrative criminologists eager to apply positivistic 
rationalities to the study of crime and criminality. The re-ascendancy of 
administrative academic criminology as a core aspect of governmental practice 
resulted not merely from the vacuum created by the errors of The New Criminology, 
but also from the context of radical political conservatism that emerged in the early 
1980s (Brake and Hale 1993). At the same time, critiques of radical criminology also 
emerged from those on the political left of the discipline who pointed to the failure of 
The New Criminology to engage the „realities‟ of crime, women‟s issues and the 
plight of victims (Rock and Downes 1979; Cohen 1998).  
 
Against this backdrop of critique and disenchantment it is hardly surprising that many 
critical criminologists fled the terrain of neo-Marxism to formulate „left realism‟ and 
to embrace the politics of social democracy rather than revolutionary overthrow 
(Mathews and Young 1992). Marxist precepts thus appeared increasingly irrelevant to 
those who spoke about the „realities of crime‟ and of „taking crime seriously‟. Instead, 
there was talk of „relative deprivation‟ and „undemocratic policing‟ in the inner city 
(Jones et al 1986). While this approach appeared to reclaim much of the ground taken 
by administrative criminology it was nonetheless subject to considerable criticism. 
For instance, it was argued that left realists tended (rather like their conservative 
counterparts) to take the „crime problem‟ and the notion of „crime‟ for granted and to 
focus excessively on „street crime‟ in the inner city to the exclusion of the crimes of 
the rich and powerful (Walklate 1998; Haines and White 2000).  
 
The post-73 legacy is characterised largely by various realist realignments with social 
democratic politics and a self-conscious attempt to avoid the romanticism and 
idealism associated with neo-Marxist theory. Realist theory, however, soon became 
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usurped by a growing interest in post-structuralism which emerged as a direct counter 
to the pitfalls of Marxism (economic determinism, crude conceptualisations of class 
and power etc.) and to other „totalising‟ meta-narratives. Post-structuralism was to 
prove a useful (although not entirely original) corrective that was eagerly embraced 
by many critical criminologists. The result, however, was a brand of theorising often 
characterised by impenetrable and relativistic language, and a political naiveté that 
was sometimes breathtaking (Cohen 1998). The point here is that in the wake of the 
failures associated with The New Criminology, critical criminology struggled to assert 
itself as a countervailing body of thought to administrative criminology. At times this 
has led to anxiety-ridden debates over how or whether criminology should engage 
practical issues of crime prevention and crime reduction (see O‟Malley 1996; Cohen 
1996; Chan 1996; Sutton 1996) and at other times it has led to general speculations 
about its future direction (see Nelken 1996) and general „scientific‟ status (Hood 
2000). 
 
The shortcomings of The New Criminology brought into sharp relief the uncertain 
status of critical criminology as it sought, over the course of the 1980s and 1990s, to 
reorient itself to various new forms of crime control. Given the disparate interest and 
perspectives of critical criminology it is of course difficult to characterise what it has 
„become‟ in the early new millennium. However, the fact that there are so many 
recurrent reflexive exercises over „future directions‟ says much about the deep 
uncertainties that attend this area of study. One the major legacies of The New 
Criminology - apart from its many understated theoretical contributions – is a subtle 
reluctance or fear to speak with confidence about the need for „fundamental‟ social 
change or to relate crime control to an idealistic or utopian vision of what might be. 
While no-one takes seriously any more the proposition that a „new society‟ will 
eradicate crime, there is a general reluctance to speculate how a more just and rights-
based system might reconfigure the „problem of crime‟ (although see Hogg and 
Brown 1998).   
 
The enterprise university 
 
The theoretical changes associated with critical criminology since 1973 have taken 
place against the backdrop of the emergence of economic rationalism and new 
managerialism in universities (Marginson and Considine 2000). This has resulted in a 
culture of academic life in which scholars are subject increasingly to new regimes of 
„performance‟ regulation as faculties and departments seek to make up shortfalls in 
central government funding through grants, consultancies and other „entrepreneurial‟ 
activities (Israel 2000). The „enterprise university‟ is dominated increasingly by the 
imperative of vocational „relevance‟, underpinned by an ideology that links the 
academy closely with the „needs of industry‟. (If ever an example was needed of the 
growing commercialisation of the university sector then one need look no further than 
the conference centre in which the Western Sydney conference was held. The main 
hall where the papers were delivered was sponsored by no other than the American 
hamburger corporation, McDonalds!).  
 
It is in this commercialised context that critical criminologists often find themselves 
compromised by the imperative of „practical application‟ and where, increasingly, the 
process of critical engagement is seen as antithetical to the culture of enterprise. The 
consequences of this are enormous. In Australia, for example, conservative 
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criminologists now have a direct line to federal government, which happily allocates 
large grants for the production of „practical‟ policy papers, and research reports 
focused on „at risk‟ populations. (See for example, Crime Prevention Consortium, 
1999).  While critical criminologists offer scholarly comment on such outpourings 
their ability to influence policy is severely restricted by the narrow instrumental and 
election-conscious approaches of governments. Research grants for critical projects – 
whether theoretical or empirical – are difficult to obtain, as they are considered too 
remote from the imperative of practical relevance that appears to dominate funding 
arrangements in Australia.  
 
While administrative criminologists often receive generous financial support for 
studies on operational aspects of the criminal justice system, critical criminologists – 
especially those engaged in „theoretical‟ work – can find themselves ploughing a 
fundless furrow. The implications of all this for critical criminology have yet to be 
fully identified. Nonetheless, there can be little doubt that the culture of enterprise in 
the tertiary sector, combined with the practical imperative of government, will have a 
significant impact on the type of work conducted by critical scholars. This raises a 
number of important questions about the future direction of critical criminology, not 
least in respect of its theoretical work. It seems to me that one of the most important 
things that critical criminology can do is to build on the emergent focus established on 
an analysis of human rights and to relate this constantly to issues of social justice and 
processes of government. Critical criminologists might choose to concentrate their 
efforts on projecting a discourse of rights into the public domain by insisting, as 
zemiologists do, that crime is but one aspect of social harm and that crime and 
criminality are socially constructed outcomes deeply enmeshed in the general 
workings of society. In short, the current constraints faced by critical criminology in 
the context of the enterprise university and in relation to processes of government may 
in fact provide an opportunity to reassert itself through an alternative discursive focus 
on the wider contingencies of crime and crime control in late modernity.   
 
The ‘third way’ and Bushism 
 
The „third way‟ signals an orientation that purports to avoid the simple counter 
oppositions of social democratic politics and to integrate the wealth generating 
capacities of capitalism with an ideology of humanitarian concern (Giddens 1994, 
2000). The third way plays down the notion of class in favour of „community‟, 
„inclusion‟ and the „stakeholder society‟. The importance of the third way and its 
various manifestations in Australia, Britain and the United States lies in its attempt to 
by-pass the notion of class conflict and instead to see „social exclusion‟ as a problem 
of modern „participatory‟ and „inclusive‟ systems of government. This, of course, is 
contrary to the view of many critical criminologists who see in the third way a 
rationale for corporate capitalism. Indeed, the British experience indicates that the 
politics of the third way pursued by the present Prime Minister, Tony Blair, have not 
necessarily resulted in greater advances in social and economic equality (Cohen 
1999).  Rather, class divisions have not only extended and deepened under the third 
way, but have also been accompanied by regressive welfare policies and an 
increasingly punitive regime of law and order. Thus, critical criminologists find 
themselves confronted by a political ideology that displays all the signs of 
contradiction between rhetoric and practice, and which regards its critics as 
representative of the „old‟ oppositional culture of factional politics.  
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The impact of third way politics on critical criminology must be seen in conjunction 
with those public discourses that celebrate corporate capitalism and the virtues of 
globalisation (see Watts 2000). Although critical criminologists have offered 
trenchant critiques and descriptive accounts of current law and order policies they 
have as yet to fully engage the new logic of corporate capitalism and its relation to 
contemporary government. Indeed, the reluctance of the Western Sydney conference 
to engage the changing politics of the early twenty-first century and the discourses of 
globalisation and corporate governance reflect to some extent a concern with various 
aspects of law and order per se. Such an analysis falls within the problematics of neo-
liberal governance in which specific articulations of crime and criminality are 
regarded as a direct challenge to existing social order. Moreover, by focussing 
primarily on law and order without situating this in a framework of human rights the 
paradoxical danger arises of implicit support for existing social arrangements. This 
danger emerges in cases where critical criminologists propose systems of „associative 
democracy‟ without telling us precisely how this is to be achieved in the context of 
the neo-liberal capitalist state or without fully articulating the link between the „crime 
problem‟ and various breaches of human rights.  
 
Such matters have been given great impetus by recent events, most notably through 
the policies of the Untied States government that have, in effect, served to re-define 
the meanings of law and order, crime, and criminality and social order. Certainly there 
is every likelihood that the changed environment of international law and order will 
percolate into the domestic policies of a number of western countries and it has 
become very clear of late that certain cannons of liberal democratic legal governance 
can be easily swept aside in a bid to „protect our way of life‟. The new 
authoritarianism sweeping over western countries in the wake of September 11 is 
likely to have profound implications for critical criminology as it hopefully looks 
afresh at the changing political landscape. The representation of crime and criminality 
in such an environment (and ways of responding to it) are likely to differ significantly 
from the soft-hard orientations of the third way.  The extent to which critical 
criminology is able to respond to such changes – other than simply describing their 
nature and effects – will of course depend on the theoretical trajectory it adopts in 
respect of the question of law and order governance. The picture is of course 
complicated by processes associated with globalisation and perhaps one of the key 
roles to be played by critical criminology may be to keep poverty, structural 
inequality, spatial divisions and so forth on the analytical agenda.  
 
Critical criminology and social movements  
 
The emergence of a range of social movements over recent years has profound 
implications for the work conducted by critical criminologists. Anti-corporatism, anti-
consumerist, anti-globalisation and various human rights movements are expressive of 
the groundswell of opposition to current institutional arrangements. The importance of 
these movements for critical criminology lies in their challenge to theoretical 
understandings of the way in which economic globalisation is serving to transform the 
socio-political cultures of nation-states. The emergence of „tough‟ law and order 
policies, the enormous growth in the international prison population and the rise of 
new regimes of moral regulation and risk management pose a significant challenge to 
critical criminology as it confronts the early new millennium.  
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Above all, this branch of criminology has yet to fully embrace the implications 
stemming from a human rights perspective that sees crime and penalty as deeply 
embedded in current systems of government. As noted, critical criminology might 
well draw on a zemiological approach that locates a wide range of social harms in the 
context of a human rights framework, which in turn compliments those discourses and 
oppositional positions found in many current social movements.  Taking this proposal 
a step forward might well involve critical criminology in continuing and extending its 
current work by drawing directly on a human rights perspective. Recent work by Pratt 
(2000), Hudson (2000), Chan (2000) and Young (1999) suggest the usefulness of a 
broader approach to the study of crime and criminality that engages the „big 
questions‟ to which Cohen (1985) has drawn attention. Recognition of the centrality 
of a human rights perspective in this regard may well take critical criminology beyond 
some its often narrow concerns to an analysis more in tune with the approach 
suggested by zemiologists.   
 
Such an approach may involve a number of important tasks designed to: (a) Reassert 
and make explicit the nature and importance of links between crime and crime control 
to the broader questions of social justice and human rights in an era of globalisation 
(Hudson 2000); (b) continue to question the discursive categories used in neo-liberal 
discourses (the „crime problem‟, „crime‟, „crime prevention/reduction‟, „exclusion‟, 
„risk‟, „community‟ etc.) (Pavich 2000); (c) continue to identify the various needs of 
victims, but within a human rights perspective; (d) continue to support those 
initiatives in crime control that bring about good and justice (Cohen 1985); (e) forge 
stronger and more explicit links with established and emergent social movements; (f) 
keep certain „big‟ issues on the criminological agenda (structural inequality, poverty, 
the call for redistribution of wealth and income, associative democracy, participatory 
citizenship, human rights etc.); and (g) draw insights from other perhaps more 
„activist‟ and human rights oriented disciplines.  
 
In putting forward these proposals for the future of a critical criminology we draw 
heavily from Stan Cohen‟s (1998) articulation of those „voracious gods‟ that must be 
placated if critical criminology is to remain committed to a „progressive‟, socially just 
and humanitarian project.  These „gods‟ are the pursuit of intellectual endeavour, the 
pursuit of social justice and human rights and the provision of short-term help to those 
most effected by crime and its consequences. 
 
Our final suggestion might be to encourage critical criminologists to look to other 
areas of scholarly work in which debates about globalisation are currently being 
conducted. For instance, the practices of social action and advocacy being addressed 
by social work academics and critical social theorists may serve as a reminder of the 
way in which issues of crime and crime control interface with general processes of 
government in an era of globalisation (see for example Rowe 2000; Ife 2000). The 
danger, we believe, that faces critical criminology - a danger perhaps evidenced in the 
deliberations at the Western Sydney conference  - is that critical criminologists may 
simply continue to assert their „small successes‟ on the terrain of crime control and 
neglect to make sense of the monumental changes occurring around the world  (and of 
the way cultures of crime control are shaped by narrow views). As a result, critical 
criminology may miss the important changes that are occurring across regions and 
within and between nation-states and how these changes serve to undermine social 
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justice and human rights in respect of certain populations. This would be a fatal error 
and would certainly render critical criminology as once more marginal to 
developments in the wider world.  
 
Our sense from reading the current literature is that critical criminology is in a sort of 
ontological limbo, caught between various organisational and governmental 
constraints and its own inability to respond to the important intellectual challenges 
facing it. Having said this we also believe that the more recent bouts of reflexivity and 
the deliberations of several authors on the historically contingent nature of crime 
control – and even the grudging acknowledgement of the importance of a zemiologcal 
perspective – offer considerable hope for critical criminology.  
 
Some of the dated „blind spots‟ of criminology (such as state crimes, to some extent 
corporate crime and other areas identified in zemiology) remind us that critical 
criminology has not always addressed the questions which one might assume would 
be integral to its concerns. The challenge today is not only to engage issues relating to 
cultures of crime control in late modernity but also to recognise developments across 
a wide range of governmental domains that are deeply reflective of the changing 
configurations of contemporary life. Garland and Sparks (2000: 195) point out that 
under the changing conditions of late modernity criminology needs to engage in a 
process of reflection that includes “…raising new questions, making new sightings, 
and seeing connections between apparently unconnected phenomenon in ways that 
allow substantive research to grasp more perspicaciously the particularities of its 
current environment”. There is also the question of „political commitment‟ which as 
been discussed perceptively by Cohen (1998). If critical criminology is committed to 
social justice and the pursuit of human rights then it is certainly hard to envisage it 
without a distinct sense of the political, if by that term we mean a commitment both to 
scholarly analysis and the pursuit of social change.  
 
In this article we have suggested both an epistemological orientation (that derives 
from social theory and an appreciation of human rights issues) and a greater alliance 
with progressive social movements. As Garland and Sparks suggest, without an 
engagement with social theory and a clear appreciation of the wider contexts of 
government in the early new millennium, critical criminology is likely to find itself 
addressing questions which are already outmoded and therefore irrelevant. The 
Western Sydney conference illustrates clearly the problems faced by contemporary 
critical criminology as it seeks to make sense of its past achievements and the 
possibility of new questions and new areas of scholarly inquiry. The insularity of 
critical criminology - or at least many areas of it (and its continued focus on 
descriptive or representational accounts of developments in western crime control) - 
perhaps helps to explain the continued uncertainty that dogs this area of study. A view 
beyond the watchtower may well provide a greater understanding of the changing 
nature of the world and the possibility for change across a range of governmental 
areas, including that of crime control.  
 
 
Final word 
 
Like other disciplines in the „social sciences‟, criminology is confronted by a period 
of rapid economic and socio-political change. How it responds to these changes 
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intellectually will obviously depend not only on the topics and themes selected for 
critical inquiry but also on the links that are forged with other disciplines and social 
movements. While cognizant of the fact that critical criminology has had a chequered 
and often tortuous recent history it remains „critical‟ by virtue of its rigorous 
questioning of crime control policy and practice as well as by its recognition that 
crime and crime control are intimately bound up with wider social issues. The 
struggle to achieve social justice and human rights is of course worked out in various 
ways and at many different levels and critical criminology has undoubtedly played a 
key role in advancing such matters in the context of the criminal justice system. Yet 
while it appears (at least from the vantage point of the Western Sydney conference) 
that the task of critical engagement resides in discrete areas of the criminal justice 
system, it would seem that the changing contexts of governance - fashioned in part by 
developments in late modernity - may demand a different approach to both theory 
construction and activism.  
 
It seems to us that zemiology and the intellectual and political activism evident in 
disciplines like social work, community work and some areas of political science may 
well offer new ways of thinking about how change in and beyond the criminal justice 
system might be brought about.
7
 To be sure, although critical criminology may well 
continue to conform to the cannons of inquiry dedicated to the production of 
„defensible and useful knowledge‟ (Chan 1995) a more productive position – 
especially in terms of contributing to the process of social change (rather than simply 
policy change) - may arise from an awareness of how the more activist oriented 
disciplines go about their epistemological businesses. This does not mean abandoning 
the intellectual projects that currently underpin critical criminology, but it does 
perhaps call for a significant shift in the way the practice of critical inquiry is 
conducted.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Notes 
 
1. Our comments on this conference require further justification particularly since 
Richard was one of the speakers and because of the very hostile reception he received 
from other participants at the conference following critical comments he made at a 
major international sociology of law conference in July of last year. The personalised 
nature of the criticisms and the subsequent fallout in terms of a range of potentially 
exclusionary practices are the subject of another discussion. Our other source of 
caution is to do with recollection of what was said at the conference. Given that only 
two people presented their papers in hard copy, and that Richard took notes on the 
papers, it is difficult to verify our observations. As such, we have pitched our 
comments at a general level knowing full well that they represent our views on what 
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occurred at the conference. Others at the conference may have entirely different 
recollections of the day‟s events. 
 
2. The historical benchmark for the conference was the publication in 1973 of The 
New Criminology (Taylor, Walton, and Young 1973). This marked perhaps the most 
important intervention in post World War Two criminology and was undoubtedly the 
highpoint of critical criminology (as well as its eventual nadir). Despite its idealism 
and romanticism, and the absence of any reference to gender and victim issues (Cohen 
1998), the book nonetheless provided an immensely important counterpoint to the 
conservative studies of crime and crime control that dominated mainstream British 
and American criminology up to that point.  Since 1973 critical criminology has gone 
through numerous theoretical transformations and many former critical criminologists 
have moved away from the influence of Marxism to positions more in tune with 
„realist‟, post-structural and feminist perspectives.   
 
3. It is difficult to say with certainty whether any of the criminologists who adhere to 
these theories would describe themselves as „critical criminologists‟. „Critical‟ tends 
to mean different things to different people although it has been most closely 
associated with those opposed to „mainstream‟, „conservative‟, „traditional‟ or 
„administrative‟ positions. Even here, however, there are significant disagreements 
and differences over what it means to be „critical‟. Given this, it is not surprising that 
criminologists often shrink from the label and that there are so few university courses 
called „critical criminology‟. Additionally, there is some confusion as to whether 
critical criminology is in fact a unified body of theory (See Haines and White 2000) or 
a school of thought that stands in opposition to the assumptive agendas of 
administrative or „traditional‟ criminology. Equally unhelpful in our view is the 
assertion that critical criminology should be seen as an assembly of different „critical 
criminologies‟. Accordingly, we may refer to feminist criminology, peacemaking 
criminology, anarchist, green, indigenous and post-modern criminologies. While this 
may reflect a post-modern penchant for endless difference it hardly provides unity to 
what is already an amorphous and ill-defined field of study. In any event, even within 
these discrete critical criminologies there are profound and numerous differences in 
epistemological and political orientation.  
 
4. It was clear from the conference papers that the Marxist precepts associated with 
The New Criminology - such as the capitalist mode of production, class, ideology and 
the state - that once so monopolised the attentions of earlier critical criminologists are 
now marginal to many of the concerns of present-day radicals. The shift away from 
such „totalising‟ „meta narratives‟ has resulted in part from both a reaction to Marxist 
analysis and from the related emergence of post-structural approaches to the study of 
crime and crime control. However, in place of the meta narratives of earlier versions 
of critical criminology there appears to be a return in some quarters to familiar 
modernist concerns such as why certain people enrage in criminal behaviour and 
largely descriptive accounts of changing patterns of crime control in the neo-liberal 
state. The sense of political urgency and idealism that accompanied The New 
Criminology has all but disappeared in what appears to be a wholesale return to the 
serious business of scholarly analysis and interpretation. Any hint that critical 
criminology might be concerned with anything approaching „revolutionary‟ change 
has been expunged form its discursive frameworks and instead, critical scholars are 
urged to either „take crime seriously‟ and/or to monitor instances of differential 
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treatment, systems abuse and forms of repressive governance. This has produced work 
of considerable merit and influence in the areas of criminal justice policy and practice.   
 
5. The term „globalisation‟ is a highly contested term. Although we have some serious 
reservations over whether something called „globalisation‟ is new or occurring in 
quite the way claimed by its supporters, we nevertheless use the term broadly to refer 
to the rapid pace of transactional cyber-driven transformation in trade and capital 
flows between and across certain dominant economic regions. (For an excellent 
critical review of the term, see Watts 2000). 
 
6. During an informal discussion with one of the conference participants Richard was 
struck by the tendency to compartmentalise the issue of transnational socio-economic 
development as a matter of „international relations‟ and therefore not directly relevant 
to the concerns facing critical criminology. This again reflected a somewhat narrow 
conception of the interface between crime control and developments in the wider 
world. 
 
7. See, for example, a volume of essays derived from a major international conference 
on Globalisation and Social Work held in Montreal in 2000 (Rowe 2000). See also a 
special issue of the Australian journal Just Policy (2000) Issue No. 19/20, September. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
References 
 
 
Berseford, Q. (2001) „Brave New World or Same Doublespeak? Rights‟ in Sheil, C. 
(ed.) Globalisation, Sydney: University of New South Wales Press.  
 
Bessant, J, Hil, R. and Watts, R. (forthcoming) Understanding Criminology, 
Cambridge: Polity Press. 
 
Brake, M. and Hale, C. (1993) Public Order and Private Lives, London: Routledge. 
 
Chan, J. (1995) Chan, J. (1996), „Crime Prevention and the Lure of Relevance‟, 
Australian and new Zealand journal of Criminology, 27/1: 25-9. 
 21 
 
Chomsky, N. (2001) September 11, Melbourne: Text Publishing. 
 
Coleman, C. and Norris, C. (2001) Introducing Criminology, Cullompton: Willen.  
 
Cohen, N. (1999) Cruel Britannia, London: Verso. 
 
Cohen, S. (1985) Visions of Social Control, Cambridge: Polity Press. 
 
Cohen, S (1988b) Against Criminology, New Brunswick: Tranaction Press. 
 
Cohen, S. (1998) „Intellectual Scepticism and Political Commitment‟, in Walton, P. 
and Young, J. (1998) The New Criminology Revisited, London: Macmillan. 
 
Cohen, S. (1996), „Postscript: If Nothing Works, What is our Work?‟ Zealand journal 
of Criminology, 27/1:104-7. 
 
Cohen, S. (2000) States of Denial, Cambridge: Polity Press. 
 
Crawford, A. (1997) The Local Governance of Crime, Oxford: Clarendon Press. 
 
Crime Prevention Consortium (1999) Pathways to Prevention, Canberra: AGPS. 
 
Findlay, M. (2000) The Globalisation of Crime, Melbourne: Cambridge University 
Press. 
 
Feeley, M. and Simon, J. (1992) „The New Penology‟, Criminology, Vol. 30(4). 
 
Garland, D. (1997) „Of Crime and Criminals: The Development of Criminology‟, in 
Maguire, M., Morgan, R and Reiner, R. (eds.) The Oxford Handbook of Criminology, 
Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
 
Garland, D. (1999) „Govern mentality and the Problem of Crime‟, in Smandych, R. 
(ed.) Governable Places: Readings on Govern mentality and Crime Control, 
Aldershot: Ashagte. 
 
Garland, D. (2001) The Culture of Control, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
 
Garland, D. and Sparks, R. (2000) „Criminology, Social Theory and the Challenge of 
Our Times, British Journal of Criminology, Vol. 40, p.195. 
 
Garland, D. and Sparks, R. (2001) „Introduction‟ in Garland, D. and Sparks, R. (eds.) 
Criminology and Social Theory, London: Clarendon Press.  
 
Giddens, A. (1994) Beyond Left and Right: The Future of Radical Politics, 
Cambridge: Polity Press. 
 
Giddens, A. (2000) Runaway World: How Globalisation is Reshaping Our Lives, 
New York: Routledge. 
 22 
Haines, F. and White, R. (2000) Crime and Criminology: An Introduction, Oxford: 
Oxford University Press. 
Hil, R. (2001) Some Possible Future Directions for Critical Criminology. Paper 
presented to the International Sociology of Law Conference, Budapest, Hungary, July.  
Hillyard, C., Pantazis, C., Gordon, D. & Tombs, S. (Forthcoming) Beyond 
Criminology: Taking Harm Seriously, London: Pluto Press 
 
Hogg, R. (1998) „Crime, Criminology and Government‟, in Walton, P. and Young, J. 
(eds.) The New Criminology Revisited, London: McMillan  
Hogg, R. and Brown, D (1998) Rethinking Law and Order, Armadale: Polity. 
Hood, R. (2001) „Penal Policy and Criminological Challenges in the New 
Millennium, Australian and New Zealand Journal of Criminology, Vol, No//////////.  
 
Hudson, B. (2000) „Criminology, Difference and Justice: Issues for Critical 
Criminology‟, Australian and New Zealand Journal of Criminology, Vol.33, No.2. 
 
Israel, M. (2000), „The Commercialisation of University-Based Criminological 
Research in Australia‟, Australian and New Zealand Journal of Criminology, 33/1: 1-
20. 
 
Ife, J. (2000) A Comment of „Reconstructing and Reconceptualising Social Work in 
the Emerging Miliue‟, Australian |Social Work, Vol. 53, No.3. 
 
Ife, J. (2001) Human Rights and Social Work, Oakleigh: Cambridge University Press.  
 
Johnson, L. (1992) The Rebirth of Private Policing, London: Routledge.  
 
Jones, T., MacLean, B. and Young, J. (1986) The Islington Crime Survey: Crime, 
Victimization, and Policing in Inner-City London, Aldershot, Gower. 
 
Loeder, I. (1998) „Criminology and the Public Sphere: Arguments for Utopian 
Realism‟, in Walton, P. and Young, J. (eds.) The New Criminology Revisited, Lodon: 
Sage. 
 
Maguire, M., Morgan, R. and Reiner, R. (1997) (eds.) The Oxford Handbook of 
Criminology, Oxford: Oxford University Press.  
 
Marginson, S. and Considine, M. (2000) The Enterprise University: Power, 
Governance and Reinvention in Australia, Melbourne; Cambridge University Press.  
 
Matthews, R. and Young, J. (1992) (eds.) Issues in Realist Criminology, London: 
Sage. 
 
Maguire, M., Morgan, R and Reiner, R. (eds.) The Oxford Handbook of Criminology, 
Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
 
 23 
Naffine 1996, Feminist Criminology, Cambridge: Polity Press.  
 
Nelekn, D. (1996) (ed.) The Futures of Criminology, London: Sage. 
 
O‟Malley, P. (1996), „Responsibility and Crime Prevention: A Response to Adam 
Sutton‟, Australian and New Zealand Journal of Criminology, 27/1: 25-9. 
 
O‟Malley, P. (2000) ‘Criminologies or Catastrophe? Understanding Criminal Justice 
on the Edge of the New Millennium‟, Australian and New Zealand Journal of 
Criminology, Vol.33, No.2.  
  
Pavlich, G. (2000) 'Forget crime: Accusation, governance and criminology', Australia 
and New Zealand Journal of Criminology, Vol. 23, No.2.  
 
Pratt, J. (2000) „Civilization and Punishment‟, Australian and New Zealand Journal 
of Criminology, Vol.33, No.2. 
 
Rock, P. and Downes, D. (1979) (eds.) Deviant Interpretations, Oxford: Martin 
Robertson. 
 
Rock, P. and Holdaway, S. (1998) (eds.) Thinking about criminology, London : UCL 
Press. 
 
Rose, D. (1994) In the Name of the Law, London: Vinatge. 
 
Rowe, B. (2000) „Social Work and Globalisation‟, Canadian Social Work, Vol. 2 (1). 
 
Swaaningen, R. (1997) Critical Criminology: Visions from Europe, London: Sage.  
 
Sutton, A. (1996), „Crime Prevention: Promise or Threat‟, Australian and New 
Zealand Journal of Criminology, 27/1: 25-9. 
 
Taylor, I., Walton, P. and Young, J. (1973) The New Criminology, London: 
Routledge.  
 
Taylor, I. (1999) Crime in Context, Cambridge: Polity Press.  
 
Taylor, L. (1979) „Vocabularies, Rhetoric and Grammar: Problems in the Sociology 
of Motivation‟, in Rock, P. and Downes, D. (eds.) Deviant Interpretations: Problems 
in Criminological Theory, London: Martin Robertson. 
 
Walklate, S. (1995) Gender and Crime, Hemel Hampstead: Harvester Wheatsheaf. 
 
Walklate, S. (1998) Understanding Criminology, Buckingham: Open University 
Press. 
 
Walters, R. (2001) „Social Defence and International Reconstruction: Illustrating the 
Governance of Post-War Criminological Discourse‟, Theoretical Criminology, Vol. 5 
(2).  
 
 24 
Watts, R. (2000) „Politics and Globalisation in an Era of Globalisation‟, Just Policy, 
Issue No. 19/20, September. 
 
Wats, R. (work in progress) States of Violence. 
 
Young, A. (1996) Imagining Crime: Textual Outlaws and Criminal Conversations, 
London: Sage. 
 
Young, J. (1999) The Exclusive Society, London: Sage.  
 
 
 
